The FA'annner has lejected claims i- 12 undf! ^'^l Sc l(>>4a} as bcnig 
unpatf ntv^bk o\fj Pioafbv^si <0,20S KU) in view of Hsnaibasi (f> > I "',2<)^>) vir Huai etal 
(bJHi 105) In addition, the Bxaminer has rejected claims 16 and V> as being 
unpatentable over Pinarbasi (6,208,492) in viewof Pinarbasi (6,3 17,299) or Huai etal. 
(6,381,105) and additionai!y in view of Deutchman et al. (5,055,318). The Applicant 
has amended claim 1 to include the limilations of claim 19, and has cancelled claim 19. 
Therefore, the following discussion of claim 1 as amended, addresses the Examiners 
rejections of claim 19. 

With regatd then, to claim 1, claim 1 as amended recites a method for foniiing a 
magnetic head having an improved PtMn layer, coniprising; forming a PtMn layer using 
ion beam deposition; forming an antiparallei (AP) pinned layer structure above the 
PtMn layer; forming a spacer layer above the AP pinned layer structure; fomiing a free 
layer above the spacer; wherein tlie ion beam deposition comprises an ion assisted ion 
beam deposition performed using first and second ion sources, the first ion source being 
directed at a target and the second ion source being an ion assist source (IAD) directed 
at a substrate on which material from the target is to be deposited 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria niust be met. 
First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves 
or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinaiy skill in the art, to modify the 
reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, tliere must be a reasonable 
expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) 
must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in 
the prior art and not based on applicant's disclosure. /» re Vaeck,947 F,2d 4SS, 20 
USP02d 1438 (Fed.Cir.199l ). 

The Applicant respectfully asserts that, with regard to claim 1, the above cited 
references do not satisfy any of the three criteria set forth above as necessary to 
establish a prima tacie case of obviousness, and that, therefore, claim 1 is allowable 
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over the prior art. Deutdmian et al. teaches a method for depositing a material such as a 

Dfuti^hiiian t-t al pjodui.c'^ a h<ud '^i.o'n:. 'cu.^L^d v'el\><^Kt?d Lnei Nothing in dn\ of tlse 
icft*[f!Kes v\ou!d Wdd one skdied 5n the d<t to the eoncUision th«i the deposition method 
taught h\ Deutchman et al couid be Ui>ed to deposit a PtMn AFNt ia> cr in a 
magnetoresistive sensor as recited in claim i, or that such a deposited }*tMn layer would 
improve the soft magnetic properties and dR of the sensor as taught by the Applicant for 
example on pages 16-17 of the present Application. 

In fact, the only mention Deutchman et al makes of magiietoresistive sensors is 
to depositing a hard diamond layer over the top of a sensor. There is no suggestion that 
any of the layers of the sensor ttseif could be deposited by a dual ion beam deposition 
process, let alone any suggestion that such a deposition of layers of the sensor could 
lead to improved magnetic properties of any of these layers. It would seem logical, that 
if it were obvious to use the deposition method of Deutchman et al to deposit a PtMn 
layer of a sensor, such a deposition of the PtMn layer would have at least been 
mentioned, especially in light of the fact tliat Deutchman mentions such sensors with 
regard to using the method to deposit a diamond protective layer there over. 

Therefore, as can be seen, the first of the criteria set forth above to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness has not been met. In addition, because of the 
unpredictable nature of magnetic films in magnetoresistive sensors, there would be no 
expectation tliat tlie process taught by Deutchman would work when depositing a PtjVIn 
layer in a magnetoresistive sensor. This is especially true in light of the fact that 
Deutchman p.rimari ly addresses the depositi on of carbon films such as diamond films, 
and does not address layers such as tlie magnetic or antifejromagnetic layers of a 
magnetoresistive sensor. Therefore, the third criteria of the test set forth above has also 
not been met. 

With regard to the third criteria set forth above, "tiie prior art reference (or 
references when combined) must teach or suggest ail the claim limitations, [and] the 
teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation 
of success must both be found in the prior art and not based on applicant's disclosure." 
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As discussed above, there simply is no suggestion or motivation in the references to 
make ihe ciaimed combination, or thai the claimed combination would v¥ork. 
Therefore, the third criteria of the test set fonh above has not been met either. 

For the reasons set forth above, the Applicant sincereiy believes that ciaim 1 as 
amended is allowable over the prior art. In addition, claims 2-12, which depend from 
allowable claim 1 are, necessarily, also allowable over tlie prior art. 

With regard to claim 16, this claim recites the deposition of aPtMn layei; 
wherein the ion beam deposition comprises an ion aSvSisted ion beam deposition 
performed using first and second ion sources, (he first ion source being directed at a 
target and the second ion source being an ion assist source (IAD) directed at a substrate 
on which material from the target is to be deposited. For the reasons discussed above 
with i^fere.nce to claim 1, the references do not teach or suggest a method of forming a 
magnetoresistive sensor in tliis manner, and there would be no expectation that such a 
method would work. Therefore, the Applicant sincerely believes that claim 16 is also 
allowable over the prior art. 
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The Applicant sincerely believes thai the rernairiing claims are in conditjon for 
alknvance. A notice of allowance is, therefore, respectiuUy requested. In the event a 
telephone conversation woul d expedite the prosecution of this appiication, the 
Examiner may reach tlie undersigned at (408) 971-2573, For payment of any additional 
fees due in connection with the fiiing of this paper, the Conimissioner is autltorized to 
charge such fees to Deposit Account No. 50-2587 (Order No. HSJ920030I501JS1). 

Respectllilly submitted, 

gy, /Ronald B. Feece/ Apri! 25, 2007 

Ronald B. Feece 
Reg. No. 46,327 

Zilka-Kotab, PC 

P.O. Box 721120 

San Jose, California 95 1 72- 1 1 20 

Teiephone: (408) 97 1 -2573 

Facsimile. (408)971-4660 
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